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ABSTRACT 



One-hour telephone discussions with state school-to-work 
(STW) directors provided information on STW state governance, partnership 
formation and funding, and implementation progress in 27 states. The most 
obvious difference in structures at the state level for implementing STW was 
whether STW responsibilities were assigned to a governing entity with a 
broader policy mandate or with a narrower function relating specifically to 
STW matters. States created a single-tier system of local STW partnerships or 
a two-tier system of regional and local partnerships. The primary purpose of 
regional bodies was to provide technical assistance to local partnerships. 

All 27 states received federal development and implementation grants. The 
most common uses of development grant funds were for forming substate 
partnerships, developing a state plan and preparing an application for an 
implementation grant, and developing strategies for improving public 
awareness of STW concepts. Conformity to federal legislative requirements and 
encouragement of local innovation appeared to be priorities in STW 
development, influencing the success of implementation. Successes in building 
state -level cooperation, promoting of STW concepts among key players, and 
creating materials were identified. Obstacles included the following: lack of 
understanding of what STW means among parent and students, school staff, and 
some state agency staff and issues limiting employer involvement (employer 
liability, child labor laws, and lack of financial incentives) . (YLB) 
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SCHOOL-TO-WORK IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS: 
THE STATE PERSPECTIVE IN EARLY 1996 



Development of the school-to-work (STW) systems envisioned in the School-to-Work Opportunities 
Act of 1994 (STWOA) requires ambitious change at the state and local level. Twenty-seven states have 
received federal grants totaling more than $204 million from fiscal year 1994 and fiscal year 1995 funds, 
to develop state-level STW partnerships, promote the creation of local partnerships, fund local partnership 
activities through substate grants, and provide support and assistance to the local partnerships. About 775 
local STW partnerships have been created and funded by substate grants in these 27 states, and an 
additional 80 local partnerships have received more than $45 million in direct federal grants. 1 Local 
partnerships are charged with creating school-based and work-based learning opportunities and linking 
them in meaningful ways, to help students develop awareness of career options and formulate career goals, 
plan their educational path through high school and postsecondary programs to pursue those goals, and 
develop the academic and workplace skills needed to succeed in an increasingly competitive and 
technological economy. These efforts require active collaboration of local schools and postsecondary 
institutions, employers, and organized labor, as well as other key partners identified at the local level. 

This report provides early information on the progress, from the state perspective, of efforts to develop 
STW systems. Based on one-hour telephone discussions with state STW directors, this report is of 
necessity limited in scope, presenting only an overview of state governance, partnership formation and 
funding, and state directors’ assessments of STW implementation progress. It represents the beginning 
of a longer-term, comprehensive evaluation of STW implementation, which will collect detailed data and 
issue in-depth reports. 2 The national evaluation includes three major components. 



'Direct federal grants were awarded to 44 partnerships in 1994, and 36 more in spring 1996. 

^e evaluation is required by the School-to-Work Opportunities Act, Title IV, Section 402(b), and 
is being conducted, under contract to the U S. Department of Education, by Mathematica Policy Research, 
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